press has been influenced by the burgeoning interest in stalking (Meloy, 1996 (Meloy, , 1998 Mullen, Pathe, & Purcell, 2000; Mullen, Pathe, Purcell, & Stuart, 1999; Rosenfeld, 2000) . Indeed, the 1990s may someday be described as the decade of stalking, as awareness of this crime has moved from the celebrity profiles in People magazine to working-class and suburban neighborhoods and college campuses. But media attention aside, there is little doubt that stalking and obsessional harassment occur with considerable frequency and have a markedly adverse impact on the lives of those victimized (Marino, 1995; Mechanic, Uhlmansiek, Weaver, & Resick, 2000; Pathe & Mullen, 1997; Tjaden & Thoennes, 1998) . A recent national survey estimated that roughly 1 million women are stalked annually, and 8% of women and 2% of men will be stalked at some point during their lifetime (Tjaden & Thoennes, 1998) . The detrimental effect of stalking on the psychological well-being of victims is also well documented (Mechanic et al., 2000; Pathe & Mullen, 1997) .
But public concern regarding stalking far exceeds mere annoyance with unwanted attention. Highly publicized homicide cases, both by random strangers and estranged spouses, have led many victims to fear that their pursuer may become violent if their goals are not attained (Meloy, 1998; Rosenfeld, 2000) . Although some writers have suggested that the risk of serious violence is relatively low, estimates of the true prevalence of violence during the course of stalking are largely speculative (Meloy, 1998; Mullen et al., 2000) . Likewise, research attempting to differentiate which stalkers become violent from those who do not has been virtually absent from the rapidly growing empirical literature (Mullen et al., 2000) .
Several studies on stalking and obsessional harassment have identified correlates of violence, but these studies have utilized only a handful of predictor variables and therefore have generated relatively little useful information to guide the practice of risk assessment. For exam-ple, Kienlen and colleagues (Kienlen, Birmingham, Solberg, O'Regan, & Meloy, 1997) , in their comparison of psychotic and nonpsychotic stalkers, found no significant difference in the rate of violence between these two groups. Mullen et al. (1999) , in a study assessing the utility of their proposed typology of stalking, found that a history of assault was significantly associated with a history of substance abuse and previous criminal convictions, but when these variables were entered into a multivariate model, only criminal convictions remained significant. Menzies and his colleagues (Menzies, Federoff, Green, & Isaacson, 1995) studied factors associated with violence among male erotomanics. They found that two variables, multiple victims and antisocial behavior unrelated to the erotomanic delusions, correctly classified 88% of the cases in which violence occurred. Harmon, Rosner, and Owens (1998) conducted one of the most thorough analyses of violence risk factors in their study of 175 "obsessional harassers" referred for court-ordered psychiatric evaluation. They noted a significant association between violence ("documented physical aggression") and prior criminal record, threats of violence, age, education, and racial background (Caucasian offenders were less often violent than non-Caucasians). They also noted a significant association between violence and the offender-victim relationship, with offenders who victimized a former intimate (i.e., spouse, significant other, other family member) being more likely to behave aggressively than those who targeted acquaintances and strangers. Finally, when they considered diagnostic categories, they noted a significant association between diagnosis and violence, although they collapsed diagnostic categories in an unusual manner. Unfortunately, this report relied solely on univariate analyses of a handful of demographic and descriptive variables, with no attempt to control for Type I error, incorporate findings into a multivariate model, or estimate the overall predictive accuracy of these correlates. More important, the definition of violence used by Harmon et al. (1998) was somewhat vague ("documented physical aggression") and may have excluded individuals whose violent behavior was unsuccessful or incomplete (i.e., threats involving a knife or gun).
A more sophisticated multivariate model was proposed by Palerea and his colleagues (Palerea, Zona, Lane, & Langhinrichsen-Rohling, 1999) in their study of the factors associated with violence in cases of intimate relationship stalking. They utilized data obtained from 223 police files maintained by the Los Angeles Police Department to develop path analysis models predicting damage to persons and property. They too found a significant association between relationship type and violence, with "intimate stalkers" having a higher rate of person and property damage than did "nonintimate stalkers." However, when additional variables such as the proximity between victim and offender and the presence of threats were entered into a path analysis model, no direct relationship between relationship type (intimate versus nonintimate) and violence remained. The authors (Palerea et al., 1999) interpreted these findings to indicate that intimate stalkers threatened persons and property more often, committed more violence against persons and property (including physical violence toward the victim), were more likely to "make good" on their threats by following them through with some form of violent behavior, and used more physical approach behaviors in contacting their victims than nonintimate stalkers. (p. 278) Despite the use of these path analysis models, the data analyzed by Palerea and colleagues were derived from official police records and no clinical data were included. This relatively limited data set may explain why only a handful of seemingly interrelated predictor variables were statistically significant.
The need to develop an adequate database regarding factors associated with violent behavior has become increasingly apparent as actuarial tools and structured clinical guides for risk assessment have proliferated (Kropp, Hart, Webster, & Eaves, 1995; Quinsey, Harris, Rice, & Cormier, 1998; Webster, Douglas, Eaves, & Hart, 1997) . Although increasingly sophisticated approaches have been used to develop and assess risk assessment models, a core element of all these approaches involves determining which of the many potential risk factors may be relevant for a particular population or subgroup (e.g., Borum, 1996; Steadman et al., 2000) . This study attempted to build on the published data regarding the correlates of violence among stalkers using a large sample of offenders referred for court-ordered forensic evaluation. Specifically, the purpose of this study was to identify cor-
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND BEHAVIOR relates of violent behavior, as well as to assess the interrelationships and potential overlap among these various potential predictors. This study included a large portion (roughly 50%) of the data described by Harmon et al. (1998) ; however, many subjects included in their analysis were omitted from the present study (data from 1987 to 1993) because of the limited utility of the available records and lack of reliable diagnostic and clinical information. An additional cohort of cases, from 1997 and 1998, was also added to the present data set to enable more sophisticated multivariate analyses. We have also supplemented the psychiatric case records with official criminal history data (rap sheets) for the majority of cases (all cases except 1998) and extracted additional clinical data from the case records to address hypotheses that have been generated in past research studies or clinical reports.
METHOD PROCEDURE
Data were collected from official records regarding criminal defendants referred for evaluation to the New York City Forensic Psychiatry Clinic between January 1, 1994, and December 31, 1998. This clinic, a division of Bellevue Hospital, evaluates most criminal defendants referred for court-ordered mental health evaluations in New York County (Manhattan) as well as many defendants from other boroughs of New York City. Cases were of two primary types: competence to stand trial evaluations and evaluations to aid in sentencing, although the latter included both pretrial as well as postsentencing evaluations. Records from all cases seen in this clinic (approximately 1,400 annually) were reviewed and cases reflecting stalking or harassment 1 were selected for further examination. 2 Only cases in which a complete mental health evaluation was conducted and a report was prepared were included. To be classified as a stalking or harassment case, the available data had to indicate a persistent and repetitive pattern of unwanted contact or harassment encompassing multiple contacts (or attempts to contact) with the victim.
Records were reviewed and coded by a research assistant for a number of demographic, clinical, and offense-related variables. Demographic variables collected included age, gender, race, place of birth, years of education, marital status, reported history of physical/ sexual abuse, and mental health history (i.e., number of psychiatric hospitalizations, past outpatient treatment, and treatment with psychotropic medication). Clinical data included Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (4th ed.) (DSM-IV) (American Psychiatric Association, 1994) diagnoses ascribed in the forensic evaluation report (collapsed into several categories detailed in Table 1 ; see below for a description of how conflicting or ambiguous diagnoses were resolved), estimated intelligence (typically based on clinician estimates; psychological testing was infrequently available), reported history of substance abuse, and the presence or absence of several specific symptoms (depression, suicidal ideation, hallucinations, delusional beliefs, paranoid ideation, anxiety; based on mental status examination findings). Offense-related data included the type(s) of harassment reported (threats, attempted face-to-face contact, following, phone calls, mail, unwanted gifts); number and gender of victims; motivation of the offender (revenge, romantic or other/ mixed); victim/offender relationship (friend/acquaintance, former intimate business associate/employer, relative, stranger); history of prior, unrelated criminal behavior; and history of prior violent behavior unrelated to the instant offense (derived from self-report and official records).
Although much of the available data were based on defendant selfreport, as drawn from interview notes and forensic reports based on these interviews (and many cases had more than one interview and report), additional information was often available in reports from probation officers (which typically included data from victim interviews), current and past criminal complaints, photocopies of correspondence, and other sources of information. In cases in which diagnostic conclusions were ambiguous or conflicting, such as those when different evaluators recorded different diagnoses at different times, attempts were made to determine the most appropriate diagnosis supported by the data. Discrepancies were resolved through consultation with the first author. Offenders were classified as violent if there was any indication of physical contact or attempted physical contact 676 CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND BEHAVIOR toward either the target of harassment or a third party, or if the contact involved confrontation with a weapon. These determinations were based on both official records (i.e., criminal complaints) and selfreport of the defendant, and when available, reports from victims or third parties. Although this definition might appear overly broad, it is consistent with definitions of violence used in many theoretical treatises and empirical studies (e.g., Tedeschi & Felson, 1994) and corresponds to definitions of violence used in the clinical risk-assessment literature (e.g., Boer, Hart, Kropp, & Webster, 1997) . A second level of distinction was drawn between those violent offenders whose actions constituted serious violence (e.g., serious assaults, attempts to strangle or injure the victim, use of a weapon) and those who engaged in more minor violence. A subset of files was coded by two raters (the first author and a research assistant), blind to the ratings of one another, to assess the reliability of variable coding. Kappa coefficients for ratings were uniformly high (> .90) for all variables coded (including violent/nonviolent) except clinical diagnosis, which was resolved through a review of records and consultation with the first author, indicating reliable application of the coding system.
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
Univariate analyses (chi-square, t test) were used to assess whether any relationship existed between violence and the 24 demographic, historical, and clinical variables measured. For these analyses, several continuous variables (e.g., years of education completed) were recoded into categorical variables for both interpretive considerations and to facilitate use in subsequent multivariate models. Missing data were omitted from univariate analyses, but these variables were classified into dichotomous variables for multivariate analyses (i.e., whether the variable was present versus absent/missing) to reduce the effect of missing data on multivariate analyses. Variables that were significantly associated with violence were subsequently entered into a stepwise logistic regression analysis predicting violence to determine the most parsimonious set of predictor variables. Logistic regression models were generated in a hierarchical manner, with separate models tested for demographic variables of the offender (e.g., age, race, prior legal history), characteristics of the harassment (e.g., rela-tionship with victim, motive, presence of threats), and clinical characteristics of the offender (diagnosis, intelligence, history of substance abuse). Variables that were significantly associated with violence in these preliminary models were then entered into a final logistic regression analysis to develop the most comprehensive, yet parsimonious, prediction model (this method addresses the potential for multicollinearity among predictor variables while minimizing the Type I error inflation that might occur by including numerous predictor variables). Finally, the results of this logistic regression model were applied to an ROC analysis to assess the overall predictive efficacy of the final logistic regression model.
RESULTS

SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS
During the 5-year period in which cases were reviewed, 204 unique individuals were evaluated for crimes reflecting stalking or harassment. 4 The rates of referral for harassment-related offenses climbed steadily during this period, continuing a decade-long climb in rates of referral for stalking and harassment cases that have been noted in pre- 678 CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND BEHAVIOR
Figure 1: Rate of Stalking/Harassment Offenders Referred for Mental Health Evaluation
vious research (Harmon, Rosner, & Owens, 1995;  see Figure 1 ). The present sample included 169 men (82.9%) and 35 women (17.2%), with an average age of 38.8 (SD = 10.4) and an average of 12.9 years of education (SD = 3.1). Racial background of the sample was 43.5% Caucasian (n = 87), 30.5% Black (n = 61), and 20.5% Hispanic (n = 41); 5.5% (n = 11) were of other (primarily Asian) descent (data were missing for 4 cases). A large proportion (35.4%, n = 69) of the sample was foreign born, whereas 41.0% (n = 80) were natives of New York City, 16.9% (n = 33) were from other parts of New York State, and 6.7% (n = 13) were from other states in the United States. The majority of these defendants had a prior criminal history (61.8%, n = 126), 29.9% (n = 61) had known prior arrests for or acknowledged violent behavior, and 50.0% (n = 102) had known prior arrests unrelated to stalking or harassment.
The vast majority of offenders were diagnosed with at least one major mental disorder, roughly 40% of which were characterized as psychotic disorders (including Schizophrenia, Delusional Disorder, and Psychotic Disorder Not Otherwise Specified). Table 1 details the diagnoses ascribed to this sample. In addition to psychotic disorders, the other commonly ascribed diagnoses were the various personality disorders, with 34% of the sample being diagnosed with an Axis II condition. Further analysis of this subgroup revealed that borderline, antisocial, and paranoid personality disorders were the most frequently ascribed, although nearly half of all offenders diagnosed with a personality disorder were given the diagnosis of Personality Disorder Not Otherwise Specified, typically because they revealed traits indicative of more than one personality disorder. Borderline, antisocial, and paranoid remained the most common forms of personality psychopathology even when this analysis included individuals considered to have traits rather than the diagnosis per se (see Table 1 ).
The demographic characteristics of this sample differed considerably from the population of criminal defendants typically evaluated by this clinic. A random sample of defendants (N = 211) was drawn from the clinic database to compare defendants referred for stalking or harassment-related offenses to the "average" defendant referred for mental health evaluation. The sample of harassment offenders was significantly older (38.8 vs. 29.9 for the clinic sample), t(412) = 8.22, p = .001, were more often Caucasian (43% vs. 15%), χ 2 (3, N = 409) = 41.35, p = .001, and were more likely to be foreign born (36% vs. 22%), χ 2 (1, N = 398) = 9.83, p = .002. There was no significant difference in the proportion of women in these samples (18% vs. 13%), χ 2 (1, N = 415) = 1.52, p = .22.
CHARACTERISTICS OF HARASSMENT
The victims of harassment were largely, although not exclusively, female, with 127 offenders (62.9%) only known to have harassed one woman and an additional 12 (6%) having harassed more than one woman; 125 of these 139 offenders who harassed women were male. Men were the victim of harassment in 19.3% of cases (n = 39), and in
680
CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND BEHAVIOR all but 2 of these cases, there was only one victim. Women instigated the harassment of men in 17 cases whereas men harassed other men in 22 cases. In 22 cases (10.9%), both men and women were harassed by the same offender and these offenders were largely male (n = 17, 77.3%). In 76 cases (39.1%) the victim of harassment was a former intimate partner, either a spouse or girlfriend/boyfriend of the offender. Acquaintances and friends (nonromantic relationships) composed an additional 32 cases (16.5%), and those with whom the offender had a business relationship (e.g., coworker, supervisor, employer, attorney) were the target of harassment in 16 cases (8.3%). Family members (primarily parents, siblings, and children) were the victims in 21 cases (10.8%) and strangers were targeted in 49 cases (25.3%); the offendervictim relationship could not be determined in 10 cases (some categories were combined for subsequent data analysis). The motive behind the harassment was romantic in 65 cases (39.6%), with anger or revenge motivating the harassment in 66 cases (40.2%), and other motives (or a mixture of romance and revenge) were present in 33 cases (20.1%); in 40 cases, the motive behind harassment could not be determined from the available information.
The most common forms of harassment reported involved repetitive, unwanted mail (75.5%, n = 154) and telephone calls (60.8%, n = 124). Approximately one third (34.3%, n = 70) were classified as violent using the definition of violence detailed above, although the majority of these violent offenders (83%, n = 58) engaged in relatively minor acts of violence. Only 12 of 204 offenders (5.9%) committed serious or life-threatening acts of violence (e.g., confrontation or assault with a weapon, assault resulting in physical injury). However, a large proportion of offenders made threats of violence (61.8%, n = 126), and a similarly large proportion (62.3%, n = 127) of the offenders made some form of approach (real or attempted face-to-face contact). Only 42 offenders (20.6%) followed or stalked their victims.
CORRELATES OF VIOLENCE
Univariate analyses were used to ascertain which variables were associated with the occurrence of violence in the course of harassment (see Table 2 ). These analyses revealed several demographic variables 682 CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND BEHAVIOR that were significantly associated with violence, including age, 001. Family members and former spouse/partners/intimates were considerably more likely to be the victims of violence (62% and 51%, respectively) compared to acquaintances/business relationships and strangers (25% and 8%, respectively). There was no association, however, between the motive for harassment (revenge, romantic, or mixed) and reported violence, χ 2 (2, N = 164) = 2.61, p = .27 (motive could not be determined for nearly 20% of the sample), although when revenge-motivated offend- Several clinical characteristics of harassment offenders were also significantly associated with violence, including estimated intelligence, χ 2 (3, N = 189) = 12.41, p = .006, as the rate of violence decreased as estimated intelligence increased. The presence of delusional beliefs was also inversely related to violent behavior, χ 2 (1, N = 193) = 6.59, p = .01, with delusional offenders being significantly less likely to engage in violence (23% vs. 41%). Psychiatric diagnosis was not significantly associated with violence when the diagnostic groups were considered separately, χ 2 (8, N = 202) = 10.33, p = .24, but when individuals with a psychotic disorder were compared to those without a psychotic disorder diagnosis, a significant negative association emerged, χ 2 (1, N = 202) = 6.38, p = .02 (psychotic offenders were less often violent than nonpsychotic offenders). A diagnosis of substance abuse was also significantly associated with violent behavior, χ 2 (1, N = 189) = 7.17, p = .007. There was no relationship between the presence of a personality disorder diagnosis and violence, χ 2 (1, N = 202) = 1.27, p = .26.
MULTIVARIATE PREDICTION OF VIOLENT BEHAVIOR
A series of hierarchical logistic regression models was used to identify the most parsimonious set of variables that predicted stalkingrelated violence. Because of the substantial number of potential predictors, separate models were generated for demographic characteristics of the offender, clinical characteristics of the offenders, and characteristics of the harassment (see Table 3 ). In the first of these three models, three demographic variables significantly predicted violence: young age (under 30), non-Caucasian race, and less than high school education, χ 2 (3, N = 200) = 31.34, p = .0001. The second model, based on clinical characteristics of the offenders, also contained three variables: psychotic disorder diagnosis (negatively associated with violence), substance abuse diagnosis, and below average intelligence χ 2 (3, N = 684 CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND BEHAVIOR 189) = 13.16, p = .0001. A final model, based on characteristics of the harassment process, was composed of two variables, former intimate relationship between the offender and victim and the presence of threats toward the victim, χ 2 (2, N = 204) = 25.13, p = .0001. A final, comprehensive model was generated including those variables that were significant predictors in each of the three preliminary models. The final model contained five variables: age, education, race, threats, and prior intimate relationship, χ 2 (5, N = 198) = 44.70, p = .0001. Because prior intimate relationship was strongly associated with the absence of a psychotic disorder diagnosis, a model substituting psychotic disorder diagnosis for prior intimate relationship was also calculated; the resulting model was not substantially worse than the model described above, χ 2 (2, N = 198) = 45.60, p = .0001. The results of the final logistic regression model were used in an ROC analysis to ascertain the overall ability to predict violence. This ROC model was also statistically significant, p = .0001, with an area under the curve of .803 (95% confidence interval = .74-.86).
DISCUSSION
Perhaps the most important question raised by stalking victims concerns the likelihood that they will become the victims of a violent act. Determining which stalkers represent a significant risk of violence, and differentiating those individuals from the remaining offenders who may pose less risk of physical harm, has clear and significant implications for victims, clinicians, and the legal system. The present study represents a preliminary attempt to identify correlates of violence in cases of stalking and harassment, with the hope that this research will help guide attempts to develop a risk-assessment model in such cases. These data reveal a number of findings that are consistent with the risk-assessment literature in general and support previous findings regarding the correlates of stalking and harassment that have emerged in recent years. Several results reported here, however, provide new insights into the correlates of violence in cases of stalking and harassment, both by identifying correlates that have not previously been reported and by failing to observe correlates found in other studies. Among the so-called traditional correlates of violence, we found many that were associated with violence among stalking and harassment offenders, including age, race, level of education, and estimated intelligence. These correlates are particularly noteworthy in light of our findings (consistent with past research) that stalking and harassment offenders were significantly older, better educated, and more often Caucasian than the typical offender referred for psychiatric evaluation in the study clinic. Thus, although these demographic variables 686 CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND BEHAVIOR
Figure 2: ROC Curve Predicting Violence From Logistic Regression Model
were more common among our sample of offenders, they were less often associated with the occurrence of violent behavior. More important, our limited sample size and lack of data on potential mediators (e.g., socioeconomic status, treatment compliance) prevents any conclusions regarding whether these associations reflect genuine risk factors or are simply proxies for other, unmeasured variables. Silver (2000) recently demonstrated how a statistically significant and substantial "race effect" in predicting violence may actually reflect the impact of economic disadvantages rather than race per se. Whether these demographic variables represent genuine risk factors or merely serve as a proxy for other unmeasured variables requires further investigation using more sophisticated research methods.
Our results also bolster the findings of previous researchers who have demonstrated higher rates of violence among offenders who stalk former spouses or intimates (e.g., Palerea et al., 1999) and those motivated primarily by revenge or anger. The presence of threats was also significantly associated with violence, a finding consistent with several (but not all) prior studies (Harmon et al., 1998; Palerea et al., 1999) . Likewise, the observation that offenders with a history of substance abuse were more often violent than those without such a history bolsters the existing literature regarding violence in both stalking and harassment cases and the violence literature more generally (Steadman et al., 1998; Mullen et al., 1999) .
On the other hand, a number of variables that are often associated with violence in the criminal justice literature were not observed to be significant in our sample. Variables such as gender, prior criminal history, and previous violent behavior were not significantly associated with violence in our sample despite having been observed in previous research (Meloy, 1998; Mullen et al., 1999; Palerea et al., 1999) . The latter findings, that criminal history and previous violence were unrelated to violence in the course of stalking and harassment cases, is particularly noteworthy given our access to official records of arrest and conviction as well as self-report and occasionally victim reports. Although official records are an imperfect indication of violence history (but are a reasonable index of legal history), they are far superior to relying on self-reported violence alone, and the combination of methods, although incomplete in many cases, is certainly preferable to relying on any one source of data.
Interestingly, the presence of a psychotic disorder diagnosis and delusional beliefs regarding the victim were both associated with lower rates of violence, further contradicting the general assumptions that psychotic individuals represent a heightened risk of violence (Monahan et al., 2001; Quinsey et al., 1998) . Such a finding is perhaps not surprising given the population under investigation. The content of delusions was often erotomanic, with many individuals believing that a romantic relationship existed between themselves and the victim of their harassment. However, whether psychosis and delusional beliefs represent protective factors that decrease the likelihood of violence, or merely indicate a lower relative risk compared to nonpsychotic offenders, warrants further research.
The identification of risk factors in stalking and harassment cases may become increasingly important given the apparent rise in the frequency with which these offenders have come to the attention of the criminal justice system. Although it is unclear whether this rise in clinical referrals reflects an increase in the frequency of stalking behaviors or simply a greater willingness to prosecute such cases, there is little doubt that the rate of stalking/harassment cases in the criminal justice system has increased dramatically. The marked increase in referrals to this clinic, which matches a comparable rise in clinical and research attention paid to stalking over the past decade, highlights the need for improving methods of risk assessment as well as the need to develop and study potential interventions.
A number of limitations in the present data set limit the conclusiveness of our findings regarding the factors associated with violence. First, because of our sample methodology (referrals to a forensic mental health clinic), this sample may have contained relatively fewer cases of serious violence (i.e., because individuals charged with murder or felony assault related to stalking/harassment would probably not have been referred for mental health evaluation unless they were floridly psychotic). On the other hand, this sample methodology likely overestimates the rate of severe mental disorders among stalking and harassment offenders because all cases had been referred for mental health evaluation. Although we do not know whether these potential sources of bias might influence the correlates of violence observed in our study (e.g., whether an association between victimoffender relationship and violence risk would exist in a more represen-
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND BEHAVIOR tative sample), it is certainly likely that our data underestimate the true risk of severe violence in stalking and harassment cases (particularly among non-mentally-ill offenders) and overestimate the rate of severe mental disorders. Another limitation in this study concerns the retrospective nature of data collection. Because clinic records varied in terms of thoroughness and legibility, it was not always possible to accurately assess some relevant factors (e.g., motive, relationship, and so forth). Rather than substitute possibly incorrect data (i.e., using a mean or mode substitution), we chose to omit missing data from univariate analyses and, for multivariate analyses, to compare cases in which a particular trait or variable was present to those cases in which it was either absent or unknown. Because this treatment of missing data typically results in weaker associations than might otherwise be found, our methodology likely generates conservative estimates of the associations observed. A related limitation, however, is that many potentially interesting variables were often unavailable (e.g., history of physical or sexual abuse, personality test findings) and therefore could not be analyzed. Other variables that would likely have been associated with violence, such as psychopathy, could not be reliably rated on the basis of the limited information available. Further research, using a prospective design, may help identify these and other potentially useful risk factors for violent behavior.
A final caution, perhaps obvious to many, nevertheless warrants attention. Our goal in presenting these data was to identify risk factors for violence in cases of stalking and harassment-not to offer an actuarial model for predicting violence in stalking/harassment cases. Odds ratios reported here provide an estimate of the degree to which these variables influenced the rates of violence in our sample only and may not be generalizable to other settings or populations. Although general conclusions regarding the risk factors for violence may be relatively robust, particularly when they are consistent with other published research findings, probabilistic estimates based on these odds ratios would not necessarily be as reliable. Further research, generating risk assessment models with other samples or using other methodologies, is necessary to refine these estimates before any firm conclusions regarding the likelihood of violence in particular cases of harassment can be suggested. Despite our appeal to a conservative
